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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 23 June 2008 has been entered. 

Remarks 

2. In response to communications filed on 23 June 2008, claims 1,3,9, and 10 have been 
amended per the applicant's request. Claims 1-5, 7-12, 14-17 are presently pending in the 
application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-5, 7-12, 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 9, and 15 recite "assigning a rate of decay to each time-based weight" or "an 
aging factor assigned to the time-based weight". It appears from the specification and from the 
claim that a "rate of decay" or "an aging factor" could be a part of the "time -based weight". It is 
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not clear how a "rate of decay" or "an aging factor" could be assigned to a "time-based weight" 
since it would a part of it. For the purpose of examination it is assumed that the applicant meant 
—wherein the time-based weight includes a rate of decay— or the like. If the applicant meant 
something else or feels that a rate of decay is not part of a time based weight, the applicant is 
invited to clarify in response to this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-5, 7-12, and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Barrett et al. (U.S. patent application publication No. 2003/0135490 Al) in view of Acharya 
etal. (U.S. patent application publication No. 2005/0071741 Al). 

As to claim 1, Barrett et al. teaches a method for searching data comprising: 
generating a temporally ranked set of search results in response to a query (see abstract), 
the step of generating a temporally the temporally ranked set of search results comprising: 
generating an initial set of search results (see paragraph 0010); and 
identifying a first portion of the initial search results having creation dates after a pre- 
determined threshold date; identifying a second portion of the initial search results having 
creation dates before the pre-determined threshold date (see paragraph 0049); 
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associating a time-based weight [with the search result]; assigning a rate of decay to each 
time -based weight (i.e., the time based weight includes a rate of decay); and ranking the second 
portion of the initial set of search results using the time-based weights and assigned aging factors 
associated with each search result to generate the temporally ranked set of search results (see 
paragraph 0013). 

Barrett et al. does not distinctly disclose identifying in-links associated with each search 
result in the second portion of the search results; and associating a time-based weight with each 
identified in-link using at least one of a creation time and a publication date for an in-linking 
source containing the in link; and assigning a rate of decay to each time-based weight (i.e. the 
time based weight of the in links including a rate of decay). 

However, Acharya et al. teaches this, see paragraph 0073-0078. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified Barrett et al. to include the teachings of Acharya et al. because these teachings would 
allow spam sites to be detected during the ranking process and would rank documents that have 
in links that are stale lower than documents that have fresh in links. 

As to claim 2, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches wherein the step of generating the initial 
set of search results comprises using reputation based factors or content based factors (see 
Barrett et al , paragraph 0010). 



As to claim 3, Barrett et al. as modified, wherein the rate of decay comprises an 
exponential decay rate (see Acharya et al , paragraphs 0041-0043). 



Application/Control Number: 10/820,888 
Art Unit: 2169 



Page 5 



As to claim 4, Barrett et al. as modified, wherein the step of assigning the aging factor 
further comprises using in-links from in-linking sources associated with a newer group of the 
identified in-links associated with the second portion of the search results to in-linking sources 
associated with an older group of the identified links associated with the second portion of the 
search results to determine the aging factor (see Acharya et al , paragraphs 0043-0044). 

As to claim 5, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches further comprising obtaining the time 
and date information about each in-linking source from mcta content associated with that in- 
linking source (see Acharya et al , paragraphs 0034-0039. 

As to claim 7, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches further comprising ranking the first 
portion of the initial search results based on a reputation associated with authors of each result, a 
reputation associated with a repository where each result is located or a combination of author 
and repository reputation (see Barrett et al , paragraphs 0036-0037). 

As to claim 8, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches further comprising ranking the initial set 
of search results based upon the reputation or content of each result (see Barrett et al , paragraphs 
0036-0037). 

As to claim 9, Barrett et al. teaches a computer readable medium containing a computer 
executable code that when read by a computer causes the computer to perform a method for 
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searching data comprising generating a temporally ranked set of search results of network-based 
data in response to a query (see paragraph 0001), said step of generating a temporally ranked set 
of search results comprising: 

generating an initial set of search results (see paragraph 0010); 

identifying a first portion of the initial search results having creation dates after a pre- 
determined threshold date; identifying a second portion of the initial search results having 
creation dates before the pre-determined threshold date (see paragraph 0049); and 

associating a time-based weight [with the search result]; assigning a rate of decay to each 
time -based weight (i.e., the time based weight includes a rate of decay); and ranking the second 
portion of the initial set of search results using the time-based weights and assigned aging factors 
associated with each search result to generate the temporally ranked set of search results (see 
paragraph 0013). 

Barrett et al. does not distinctly disclose identifying in-links associated with each search 
result in the second portion of the search results; and associating a time-based weight with each 
identified in-link using at least one of a creation time and a publication date for an in-linking 
source containing the in link; and assigning a rate of decay to each time-based weight (i.e. the 
time based weight of the in links including a rate of decay). 

However, Acharya et al. teaches this, see paragraph 0073-0078. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified Barrett et al. to include the teachings of Acharya et al. because these teachings would 
allow spam sites to be detected during the ranking process and would rank documents that have 
in links that are stale lower than documents that have fresh in links. 
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As to claim 10, see the rejection of claim 3 above. 
As to claim 1 1, see the rejection of claim 4 above. 
As to claim 12, see the rejection of claim 5 above. 
As to claim 14, see the rejection of claim 7 above. 

As to claim 15, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches a method comprising: 
offering a service to customers that generates a temporally ranks set of search results 
from network-based data in response to a query, the temporally ranked set of search results 
utilizing a time based weight (see paragraphs 0013, 0044, and 0049); and 

and modifying one or more parameters of the service in response to a customer input (see 
paragraph 0012). 

Barrett et al. does not distinctly disclose identifying in-links associated with each in-link 
to each result in the set of search results to rank the search results and an aging factor assigned to 
that time-based weight (the time based weight includes an aging factor), the time based weight 
associated with each in-link based on at least one of a creation time and a publication date for the 
in-linking source containing the in-link (i.e. the time based weight of the in links including a rate 
of decay). 

However, Acharya et al. teaches this, see paragraph 0073-0078. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified Barrett et al. to include the teachings of Acharya et al. because these teachings would 
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allow spam sites to be detected during the ranking process and would rank documents that have 
in links that are stale lower than documents that have fresh in links. 

As to claim 16, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches wherein the parameters comprise rate 
of phase-out of old data, decay rate, temporal criteria, reputation ranking techniques or 
combinations thereof (see Barrett et al. paragraph 0013 and see Acharva et al. paragraphs 0075- 
0078). 

As to claim 17, Barrett et al. as modified, teaches wherein further comprising modifying 
the parameters based upon the topic or repository being searched (see Barrett et al . paragraph 
0013, "As a matter of granularity, the particular decay rate and structure may be defined by the 
designer based on query type or other personalized factors. . . if a query relates to history, one 
may not wish to ever ignore a use"). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

The examiner is briefly addressing the arguments from the response dated 9 November 
2007 since the art used in the current rejection is the same. 

In response to the applicant's arguments that "Acharya fails to teach or disclose the use 
of a time based weight for each in-link based on the creation or publication date of the 
underlying source document containing the link in combination with an aging factor [rate of 
decay] for the time-based weight to rank a portion of the search results having a creation date 
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before a threshold date", the arguments have been considered, but are not deemed persuasive. 
As discussed above in the rejection under 112 second paragraph, it is not clear how an aging 
factor is meant to be assigned to a time-based weight. It is believed that the rate of decay is a 
part of the time -based weight itself. See specification, particularly page 9, lines 12-29 and page 
11, lines 9-13. Acharya teaches the "time-based weight" including a "rate of decay" 
("According to another implementation, the analysis may depend on weights assigned to the 
links. In this case each link may be weighted by a function that increases with the freshness of 
the link. The freshness of the link may be determined by ... date of appearance / change of the 
document containing the link. See paragraph 0076. "The method may include determining an 
age of linkage date associated with a linked document and ranking the linked document based on 
a decaying function of the age of the linked data." See paragraph 0012. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacob F. Betit whose telephone number is (571)272-4075. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 10:30 am to 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tony Mahmoudi can be reached on (571) 272-4078. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
jfb 

3 Sep 2008 
/Tony Mahmoudi/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2169 



